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this deplorable result. Was it that the parents had been
so wicked that they deserved to have the sorrow of a
blind son; or was it that in some previous state of ex-
istence the man himself had sinned, and so brought upon
himself this pitiable fate ? Obviously, if the latter were the
true solution, the sins which deserved this punishment
must have been committed before he was born—that is to
say, in a previous life. Thus both the great pillars of
Theosophical teaching"—Reincarnation and Karma—are
clearly implied in this one question. Those who imply
by the answer of Jesus " neither did this man sin nor
his parents," a non-belief in reincarnation, will have to
take up the extraordinary position that the parents of the
man were sinless, for the two are put on exactly the same
ground: ^Neither this man nor his parents." But an
unbiassed mind, not desiring to twist the text in order to
support a preconceived idea, will naturally see in that
answer, spoken by One Himself by birth a Jew, and
spoken to Jews among whom the doctrine of Reincarnation
was current, the simple and direct statement that this man's
blindness was not due to sin in a former life, any more
than to the sin of the parents who gave the blind child
birth. The Master assigns another and mystical reason,
" that the works of God may be manifest in him ff; but
surely, had He deemed that the conception of rebirth,
which was clearly in the minds of His disciples, was
erroneous in itself, He would have stated so, as He did
elsewhere when they needed correction, and would have
rebuked them for their folly with the only answer: tt Why
ask me the foolish question whether the man is born blind
because of his sin ? How could he sin before birth ? n
Again, the phrase in John, xvi, 2,t( In my Father's
house are many halting placesn, is very significant.

